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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS. 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the OfTice later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1)13 Responsive to communlcation(s) filed on 12/29/2003 & amendment filed 10/10/2006 , 
2a)l3 This action is FINAL. 2b)n This action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for fomial matters, prosecution as to the nnerits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1 935 CD. 11 , 453 O.G. 21 3. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) 13 Clainn(s) 1-4, 6-12. 14-20 and 22-24 is/are pending In the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) 0 Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) 1-4.6-12,14-20 and 22-24 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) n The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) 13 The drawing(s) filed on 29 December 2003 is/are: a)S accepted or b)^ objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing{s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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Attachment(s) 

1 ) K Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Inten/iew Summary (PTO-413) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO/SB/08) 5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application 

Paper No(s)/IVIail Date . 6) □ Other: . 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

PTOL-326 (Rev. 08-06) 



Office Action Summary 



Part of Paper No./Mall Date 200701 16 



Application/Control Number: 10/749,037 Page 2 

Art Unit: 2163 

DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis forthe rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described In a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, nnore than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
states. 

Claims 1-4, 6-12, 14-20 and 22-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
unpatentable by Baisley et a! (US Patent no. 6,41 5,299). 

Regarding claims 1, 9 and 17, Baisley discloses in figures 3 and 5A-5D a 
computer-implemented method to facilitate merging different versions of a database 
object, comprising receiving metadata associated with a first version of the database 
object and a second version of the database object; comparing metadata associated 
with the first version of the database object with metadata associated with the second 
version of the database object to create a difference report; and creating an action plan 
from the difference report that specifies how to merge metadata associated with the first 
version of the database object with metadata associated with the second version of the 
database object (col. 2, lines 10-27), wherein creating the action plan from the 
difference report involves allowing a user to select which actions to take in merging 
metadata in order to produce merged metadata with desired properties and attributes 
(col. 5, lines 17-53 plus col. 6, lines 1-15). 

Regarding claims 2, 10 and 18, Baisley discloses a computer-implemented 
method to facilitate merging different versions of a database object, wherein metadata 
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associated with the first version and the second version of the database object are 
represented in Unified Modeling Language (col, 3, lines 64-67; col. 4, lines 1-6). 

Regarding claims 3, 4, 1 1 , 12, 19 and 20, Baisley discloses in figure 3 a 
computer-implemented method to facilitate merging different versions of a database 
object, wherein comparing metadata associated with the first version and second 
version of the database object involves customizing which associations to compare (col. 
5, table I); and customizing how to compare the first metadata and the second metadata 
(col. 6, table II), 

Regarding claims 6, 15 and 22, Baisley discloses in figures 5A-5D a computer- 
implemented method to facilitate merging different versions of a database object, 
wherein creating the action plan involves examining the difference report to determine 
what actions to take in bringing metadata associated with the first version and second 
versions of the database object into agreement. 

Regarding claims 7, 15 and 23, Baisley discloses a computer-implemented 
method to facilitate merging different versions of a database object, wherein metadata 
associated with first and second versions of the metadata object can define database 
objects, wherein database objects include tables, columns, dimensions, cube, views, 
materialized views, and external tables (col. 2, lines 66-67; col. 3, lines 1-19). 

Regarding claims 8, 16 and 24, Baisley discloses a computer-implemented 
method to facilitate merging different versions of a database object, wherein the action 
plan can specify a number of actions including creating, updating, and deleting 
database objects, and their properties (col. 4, lines 32-34). 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 10/10/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. Applicant argues that Baisley reference does not "suggest providing an 
interface for a user to select the portions of the action plan to implement. However, 
Examiner respectfully disagrees for Baisley discloses in figure 1 an interface for a user 
and in col. 5, lines 17-53 plus col. 6, lines 1-15 discloses creating the action plan from 
the difference report involves allowing a user to select which actions to take in merging 
metadata in order to produce merged metadata with desired properties and attributes. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Pertinent Prior Art 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Prior art of record to Michel K. Bowman-Amuah (US Patent no. 6,256,773) 
discloses a system, method and article of manufacture for configuration management in 
a development architecture framework. 

Prior art of record to Midgley et al (US Patent no. 6,460,055) discloses a systems 
and methods for backing up data files. 

Prior art of record to Kristen J. Webb (US Patent no. 6,675,177) discloses a 
method and system for backing up digital data. 

Prior art of record to Midgley et al (US Patent no. 6,704,755) discloses a systems 
and methods for backing up data files. 

Prior art of record to Gindele et al (US Patent no. 6,785,421) discloses analyzing 
images to determine if one or more set of materials corresponds to the analyzed 
images. 
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Inquiry 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Marie Antoinette Cabucos whose telephone number is 
571-272-8582. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Don K. Wong can be reached on (571) 272-1834. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct,uspto,gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Marie Antoinette Cabucos 

Examiner 
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